
SANDLER, REIFF, YOUNG & 

January 15,20:13 

Via E-Mail 

JeffS. Jordan, Esq. 
Office- of tiie (ieneral Gbunsel 
Federal Election. Corainission 

2 999EStr^t,NW 
op Washihgton, DC 20463 

S Re: AR 12-11 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 
CD 
^ The undersigned serves as counsel to; the pemoGratic E 

Florida and Alma Gonzalez, as Treasurer; p^DEdF'•), .1 am. writing: in r̂ ^ 
letter of December 3,2012 in coiuiection with the •abpye- refê ^ 
GOnneetiori witii ah Audit of tiiefeEGF jfctf the^2^ electibh=cifcfe for^ ieaSoiiS:Bef 
forth beloWj, DECF respeĉ tfully requests t̂^̂^̂  fiiiiriier acti'bn :be 
taken ill this matter or̂  in.the aLlternative* !!̂ ^̂ ^ tĥ  Aiternatliye 
Dispute Resplutibh DiWsion: for 

The Audit Referral appears to inclu:de :;four separate ;isisties. I will respond to each 
issue below: 

1) Excessi ve Cooidinated Partv Expenditures 

The Final Audit Report detennihed thatthe-DHd̂ ^ of 
the cpprdmafed: expenditure iirriits; for Ahhetie Tatideo,̂ â for Congress ih 2008: 
The Audit report, notes that the DECJF speht$8?,4^ cOprduiated 
expenditures. The cqmbined Qoprdinated expenditure limit for the: ̂ 008: election cycle 
was $84,200, No other party eommittee made: any coorduiated expenditures pn behjailf of 
Mis, Taddeo. Therefore,̂  the combined coordinated: expenditure limit was not exceeded.v 
See Final Audit Report: at p. 6, 

Iloweyer, the DECF could only Ipcate docuraentatipn: t̂ ^̂  
only $17,900 in coordinated eĵ enditure .authority tp the BE&F:. Thus, tiie F'iiliai 
Report GoficUided: that the DEjCF exceeded life M autiiority ;by: 
$22,400.: The DECF acfchOwiedggs that it c^ iĉ sate; any- j ^ ihdicat̂ ithM 
the DECF had received ad^tional autliQrityi frpA the; PC^^^^ and thatthe DCC^^ 
provided a letter to fhe DECF that it did not intend to use the autiiority in tiiis eiectibh. 
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However, the failure to provide this paperwork:toithê ^ 
a paperwork error only; 

Thus, as slated in our response to the Draft: Hihal Audit Report: "althô ^̂  
may have beeh a paperwork enor with: respect, tô ^̂^ authority j the. 
authority held by the DCCC was ih fact, uhused> Therelbre,.:asa pî cti matter, the 
combined 441a(d) [autiiority], in total, had not been exceedî  â ^ 
advantage had been conferred upon the PEGF or the taddep campaign," 

CO 2) Failure to Itemize Coordinated Expenditure Authority 
0 
^ The Final Audit Iibpart:ĉ ^ to disjcloise |194*̂ ^̂  in 
1̂  cpordiiiated expehditureis. The D,E£)F acknowledges.::that: these;iexpenses,::£tithou^ 
W) disclosed on S(̂ eduk B;:\yefe hot diisclp̂ ^ The 

DECF proiTiptiy amended its reports in response tP ttel^ Audit Repdr't, 

Jjj 3) Failure to disclose adequate puipposes 

Although tiie Final Audit Report deterniined lthat certain expenses;: 
inadequately disclosed, these errors were miiipr in i^^ ;Uiilike a finding ;t]1 these 
expenses were hot disclpsed at all, the Audit;f̂ epprt:;(̂  
information not specifically required by C.0nruhissioh:regulati AitiibUgh some 
candidate specific communications .maŷ fiave ihadvê ^̂  as; geiieriCj 
these errors do not rise to any vioiation of ComrmssiQn:Statues or regulations. In 
addition, Commission regulations do not appeai: tioi ac cUsGlpsiirei of tl̂ ^ 
names of candidates supported in connection with exê ^ 
Schedule B. Otherwise, the general puEppse-Ofthese/̂ xpehdî ^ cOmpUed v/it̂  
niinimal requirements of 11 CFR, l;0/4.3|b)(̂  Qf cour^ ti^ 
comment or protest, promfjtilŷ aihehdê ^ of the Audit :Divisibn; 

4) Receipt, of Contaibution that Exceeds; the Limit 

Included in tiie Audit re:ferral dociihieht is the receipt ofa contribution, that 
exceeded the federal contribution limit of? 10,000. Duiihg 2:008, the DECF recd^^^^ 
contribution, ih tiie facial amount of $50,000 from Gerald Vento. Of this amount, 
$20,000 ofthe contribution was deposited directiy in the DECF-s federal account and tiie 
remaining $30,000 was deposited directiy in the committee's nonrfederal a:Ccount by use 
of separate deposit slips at the time of deposit; The question of the excessive contFibUtioh:. 
was discussed with the Audit Division. At the tiine of the deposit̂  it is beiicyed that.the 
DECF intended to attribute $10,000 of the fe:de|al pp̂^̂  tp Mr. 
Vento*s spouse. Xhis î at̂ ibutipnapparê ^ th(̂  DECF^^^ 
$10,000. to Mr. Vento=onv:Aprii 22, i()0§i tfe Mai? a c l ^ ^ 
Qccurted msre than 60iiys fro Of cbiirsê tiiie>re|̂ ^ 
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acknowledges that that the DECF had sufificiehf fbnds tovr̂  
times pripv :tb thelâ ctiiial ;refuhd pf the coritributioh. 

During the,field v̂ rk; it appears? that D E ^ 
told the Audit Divisipn that t̂ eicotitnbutipn inteiidedi to :be isplit $̂̂^̂̂  
federal and $il;X),000 to the-nohrfederail £̂  Jbeiieyedtî  
this represehtatibh to tlie Audit |)iyî ion waiS:,not;'aware:tĥ ^̂  \yas :a::̂ i:al ĉ  
$50,000 at the time and may have relied solely upon:electrohiC::recp̂ ^̂  tpi'ireseaTch ti^^^ 
contribution. When flie maW was. discussed wiitii the A the :assumptibns 
made by the DECF staifei: that the conti'ibutiph was 

\p federal accounts was an erLtirely logical conGlUsidn that.could have been mâ ^ 
op connection with any $2O.,Q0:O contribution. ,Ih liihdsight,;tt: â ^ to 

reattribute the remaining $10,000 to a spouse rWaS; the; likely: intent of tiie DK^ 
time of the deposit oif the contribution. 

''̂ r ^ . . . . . . .. 
sgr Thus, the DECFraises twp QbjeetioriS:;regâ  of :tiite::is$ue ihA^ 
© referral. First, the DECF objects to the referral of an Is 
*̂  finding in the Fiiial Audit.Report. ThCTefore* it is piear: tiiat^the Cpî ^ 

discretion to exclude it ifrbm the final audit teppiit as: was :hpt a material vib̂ ^ 
ofthe Act. Thierefoiie* tiie same discretion must consistently 
isurppses as the violatibn did: not exceed t̂^̂  
tliresholds for inclusion in the Find;: Audit Kê  The Gommission camî  
switch issues; that awrnpt :fbmid̂ ta;fema cohte?rt 
fact, decide tiiat it is subject to ciVilqifprcement and penalty. Thysi matters;irafe 
connection with an Audit referral muStiDil liii^^ thosefissiiesr̂  
Findings of the Final Audit Report. Tfhis provides the regiLilafed community and the 
audited committee with notice as tp those-issues &t ;are subject to sÛ^̂^ 
enforcement in connection with a particular audit. 

Second, the DECF is baffled by tile indusibn of language: ih the 
"misrepresented" the; trarisaGtiph. Thp. implicatiori: that; the DECF may have, ihtehtionally 
misled the Audit Divisionis:;entiEely unnecessary :andib̂  The'DEQF ̂ vas Very 
cooperative and open vyitii: the Audit :piyi$iQn during: t^ 
staff ;realized the contributî  on its faces a contiri to^^ 
no reason to withhold such infpmiatibn from the Audit:Diviision. 

Furthermore, the fact that the contributioh was for $50̂ 000 on its faceisifactuaily 
and legally irrelevant. To be sure, the Gomhtission has ho regulatipn̂ ^̂ ^ how a 
party committee is to handle a .facially excessive: GOhtribtitiOn that was deposited, in part, 
into its non-federal accouht. As only $20,000 of the cohtributiph .was dep 
federal.account, the cohtribution was, fpr all intentS: and purpose cpiilrtbutibn 
for purposes of the Audit and FECteportingv/Since the hever 
deposited in, or passed through a federal ac!«}unt of tiieJDSil^F it.>yas and is irfeleyarit to 
discuss that portion of the cpjrttributipn the.̂ A 



JefTS. Joi:dan, Esq! 
January 15,2013 
Page 4 

referral. Thus, it appears that this language is only being ihcluded in:the referral tb itit̂ Q 
it appear that the DECF somehbw committied spihe tŷ ^̂  viblatibn ih order 
tp overcome tlie lack of hiateriatify pf this enior and̂̂%̂^̂̂  in the 
Final Audit Report. 

Based upon thb: above; the DEGlF ii^ 
finds reasph;ta;betieveia:\̂ iâ  pccî î ŵî ^̂  ref<^#tî  
further actiph be faken,̂ ^ 
Dispute Resolution departmetit̂ ê̂ ^̂  none of the â^̂  cpiiferred an̂^ û  to. 

00 the DECF as well as the fiad tiiattiie;reportin^ ê prs were ni^^ and=(̂ iythib!t!iitid\̂  
tp any materiai errprs ih;tiie disclpŝ ^̂ ^ of finanCjal sictî ^̂ ^ Ihadditioĥ  the felSCF f&lly 
^ cooperated with the Gomihissipn Audit and timely and adequafely ainendê  all repbits as 
1̂  requested by the Commission, 
'rn 
^ If you have any further questions, please contact: me at (202) 479-1111. 

^ 1 |̂isp5^ 
-li 

;^Gbuii§ei^i^^ 
Executive Comniittee of Flbrida 


